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The Maine Mountain Conference was held at the University 
of Maine, Augusta, on April 29, 1972, for the purpose of 
discussing the nature of the Maine mountain environment and 
also the present and future uses of these areas.
Plans are being proposed for the development of portions 
of the Maine mountains by several independent groups, includ­
ing landowners, the Natural Resources Council, and others.
At the same time, the Legislature has recognized that the 
wildlands of the state are sensitive to development and has 
given a mandate to the Land Use Regulation Commission to 
develop a comprehensive plan for the unorganized townships. 
This conference brought together many interested parties and 
hopefully provided a body of information which will prove 
useful to all participants.
The conference consisted of three sessions, each of 
which was followed by a question-discussion period. The 
first session was devoted to some ecological aspects of 
the mountains with particular reference to soils, vegetation, 
groundwater systems, and studies undertaken in Vermont.
Present uses were considered in the second session with 
emphasis on timber management and different types of 
recreational use. The final session considered the future 
of the mountains.
It was recognized at the onset that this conference 
would be able to do little more than scratch the surface 
in terms of bringing together a significant amount of 
hard data regarding the mountains. For this reason it is 
hoped that the conference will serve as a stimulus for 
further study and additional concern.
The conference was supported by a grant from the 
Bank of Maine, and was sponsored by the following groups: 
Appalachian Mountain Club (Maine Chapter); Maine Appalachian 
Trail Club; Maine Audubon Society; Natural Resources Council; 
The Nature Conservancy (Maine Chapter); and Sierra Club (Maine 
Group).
The assistance of L.C. Stephenson in the preparation of 
these proceedings is gratefully acknowledged.





Since it is a little known fact that the official 
name of the principal ridge of the Appalachian Mountains 
in Maine is "Longfellow Mountains," it is perhaps appro­
priate to begin by quoting a poet. It was Wordsworth, not 
Longfellow, who said, "Two voices are there: one is of the 
sea, one is of the mountains, each a mighty voice."
During the past few years we have seen great concern 
for the Maine Coast, but until now the other "mighty voice" 
in Maine, our mountain areas, has received little public 
attention.
The most obvious pressures and most dramatic chal­
lenges have been to the coast. Development in the mountains 
has been on a much smaller scale. This conference is a 
welcome and timely one for it is useful to spotlight a 
potential problem before it reaches crisis proportions.
We should act now regarding the mountains, while we still 
have the time to make rational decisions about their future 
use.
Twenty-eight of the "hundred highest" in New England 
are in Maine. There are 110 mountains over 3,000 feet high 
here, 12 over 4,000 feet and one, Katahdin, over 5,000. These 
mountains of Maine present a considerable recreational 
resource to the state for hikers, climbers, skiers and 
nature lovers. Our task as a state is to reconcile the use 
and development of the mountains with our needs and with 
the environmental needs of the mountains themselves. Maine's 
Land Use Regulation Commission is vitally interested, of 
course, in our mountains but also in. all of the land mass 
area of the unorganized territories. I believe you will 
hear more of the specific plans of this agency regarding 
the mountains later today.
Some 290 miles of the Appalachian Trail, crossing 27 
peaks, lie within Maine. This trail is of national interest 
and should be kept in its natural condition as much as
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possible.
Mountains are a special environment, perhaps one of the 
most fragile, due to factors such as the harsh climate, slopes 
and wind. Vegetation grows with difficulty and soil accumu­
lates slowly. Erosional processes are accelerated. Vermont, 
recognizing these problems, has banned all development above 
2,500 feet unless permission is given by a special regulatory 
body. Our Land Use Regulation Commission is currently 
considering the same approach, as you will learn later.
More and more Americans are seeking the values which the 
experience of remoteness from the urban world provides. In 
order to preserve ourselves, I think we turn to our heritage. 
To retain our sanity, our personalities among the pressures 
of life and what I call the "asphalt jungle," we look back 
to an area such as our state and the rivers, forests and 
lakes it has to offer. This is good, but problems are 
created by this new popularity of the natural environment.
When we think about the future I think we want to look 25, 50, 
even 100 years ahead, because what we do today and what we 
do in the next five years with our natural resources is 
going to determine what the end product will be in the long 
term.
In closing, let me say I enjoy being here, and I hope 
you have a fruitful and productive conference. I am sure 
that all of us who are interested in land and its proper use 
shall benefit.
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ECOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS OF HIGHER ELEVATIONS
Dr. H. W. Vogelmann
The mountains of Maine and Vermont have similar char­
acteristics in that they are in the same general climatic 
area and have similar soil and terrain features. Members 
of the Botany Department at the University of Vermont spent 
the past eight years gathering data on the ecology of the 
forests in the Green Mountains. Broad conclusions drawn 
from these data are generally applicable to the mountains 
of the northeast. However, due to the higher latitudes and 
harsher local climate of Maine mountains, it would be 
expected that climatic and vegetation zones occur at sub­
stantially lower elevations in Maine than in Vermont.
We have measured as many factors of the mountain 
environment as were possible including precipitation, 
air-soil temperatures, humidity, wind speed, soil mois­
ture, soil type, soil depth and pH. Detailed studies were 
also made on the natural vegetation to determine correla­
tions between elevation and environmental factors.
The main points are summarized as follows:
1. Air and soil temperatures decrease with increasing 
elevation resulting in a short growing season at 
high elevations. There are 144 or more frost-free 
days below 2,400 feet, but above 2,600 feet the 
number of frost-free days declines rapidly to only 
92 or less above 3,000 feet.
2. Rainfall (and snowfall) increases dramatically with 
increasing elevation. The increase is more than 6 
inches per 1,000 feet rise in altitude. Precipita­
tion at Burlington, Vermont (elevation 400 feet), 
is almost 30 inches per year, but at the summit of 
Mt. Mansfield (elevation 4,000 feet), the precipi­
tation is in excess of 73 inches!
3. The needles of spruce and fir trees at upper eleva­
tions (above 2,500 feet) collect water from fog and 
low-lying clouds. The tiny cloud droplets collect 
on the needles, eventually coalescing into larger 
drops which fall to the ground. At least 5 inches 
of water is added to upper elevations by fog preci­
pitation .
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4. Soils at upper elevations are shallow, highly acid, 
and poor in nutrients.
5. Slope characteristics change with elevation and the 
degree of slope generally increases with elevation. 
Gradients below mid elevations (about 2,500 feet) are 
usually 20-30 degrees but at higher elevations are usually 
over 30 degrees and often well over 50 degrees.
6. Lower mountain slopes are usually forested with 
northern hardwoods dominated by sugar maple, beech, 
and yellow birch, whereas the upper elevations are 
forested with red spruce and balsam fir. Numbers 
of plant species decrease markedly with increasing 
elevation reflecting the less favorable environment 
for plant growth. There are 80 species of vascular 
plants at 1,800 feet elevation, but only 52 at 2,600 
feet and 17 at 3,200 feet.
The combined factors of low temperatures, short growing 
season, high precipitation, shallow acid soils poor in 
nutrients, and steep slopes create a fragile environment at 
higher elevations. The environmental break occurs at about 
2,500 feet elevation and above this point the environment 
approaches subarctic conditions.
High rainfall when combined with steeper slopes, 
shallower soils, and disturbed ground cover creates a serious 
erosion problem. Once erosion has begun, it is hard to 
check because the few natural species of plants grow slowly 
and the steep slopes accelerate erosive forces forming gul­
lies and silting streams. In the shallow, ledgy mountain 
soils road construction and building foundations are espe­
cially detrimental to natural water drainage as well as 
water and waste disposal effluent from introduced systems.
Such a situation can result in a permanent input into the 
soil. Not only is the additional water a factor, but there 
is a detrimental buildup of nitrogen and organic matter, 
disruption of carbon/nitrogen ratios essential for many 
biological processes, a lack of available oxygen, and a 
buildup of heavy metals and phosphorus. Such mountain soils, 
capable of withstanding some level of foot traffic, are 
susceptible to compaction, especially where soil moisture 
levels have been increased. This compaction, in turn, affects 
infiltration, storage capacity, and the percolation of water.
The highest land use and greatest benefit of upper
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mountain land in Maine is as a source of abundant clean water 
which supplies streams and rivers. Mountain soils with their 
high organic content hold large quantities of water which 
come from the high rainfall and fog moisture collections 
from forest trees. The water filters through the soil and 
eventually adds to stream flows, springs, and groudd water 
supplies in the valleys. An abundant supply of clean potable 
water is one of the state's most significant resources and 
its economic benefits are incalcualbe.
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MOUNTAIN GEOLOGY AND GROUNDWATER SUPPLY
Dr. Harold Borns
The rocks that compose the Appalachian highland in Maine 
are of two general classes. Metamorphic rocks are very 
highly deformed types of sedimentary or igneous origin.
Igneous rocks comprise the large, once liquid, intrusive 
bodies of material such as make up Mt. Katahdin. Together, 
these two materials constitute the solid bedrock, which 
tends to be exposed on ridges and mountain tops, but remains 
deeply buried in the valleys, where overburden can be hundreds 
of feet thick. This is often the result of glacial action. 
Associated with the highlands is a very thin soil, often quite 
coarse, while in the valley bottoms deep sands and gravels 
predominate.
Very little consideration has been given to groundwater 
supplies in Maine, because most people live in areas with no 
water problems. Yet fifty percent or more of the land surface 
area of the state is not suitable for the utilization of 
groundwater; this percentage increases in the mountains. In 
the Maine highlands, where bedrock is massive and non-porous, 
recharge (entry of water into the groundwater system) occurs 
in the thin surface deposits or through the fracture system 
(cracks in the bedrock). In the valleys recharge is through 
the thick glacial deposits of permeable sands and gravels.
Protection of the recharge zones and control of ground- 
water utilization is necessary in any development. Surfacing 
an area, for example, can prevent recharge. A poorly located 
septic tank can pollute water supplies by putting waste 
materials into a recharge zone, as has happened in several 
cases in the Carrabassett Valley. Development planning should 
take into account the potentials, limitations, and, in par­
ticular, the vulnerability of the groundwater supply. It 
should consider the suitability of areas for recharge, wells, 
and various types of refuse disposal.
Studies of the groundwater system suggest that no single 
factor, such as an altitudinal break in vegetation, can deli­
neate the fragility or development limitations of a mountain 
environment. Furthermore, the mountains must be viewed as 
part of an integrated system. The valleys, especially, are 
inseparable from the adjacent highlands.
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The problem of groundwater studies in Maine is lack of 
information. Bedrock geology is well known, but data regard­
ing the distribution of cracks and joints, the fracture sys­
tem which is so important for recharge in the mountains, is 
still to be gathered.
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SOILS AT THE HIGHER ELEVATIONS
Kenneth Stratton
In speaking about soils this morning I would like to 
address three different aspects very quickly: one is the 
characteristics of the soil material that we find on the 
mountain slopes, especially at higher elevations; second, 
some of the factors which tend to contribute to their 
unique nature; third, the fragile aspects of this soil 
resource.
When we look at soil profiles in the mountainous 
areas (slide), we find that because of certain factors the 
soils have a great deal of accumulation of organic matter 
within the soil profile, and because of the slope and 
because material does move down slope from time to time, 
we find that the soil may have more than one sequence of 
leaching and deposition. In the mountain areas then we 
have a chance to study some very unique soils. At the 
same time, I might point out that we have very little data 
on mountain soils, especially here in Maine. There have 
been very few studies in which we have gathered any 
detailed information at all. We can surmise from a profile 
such as this (slide) that there has been more than a small 
landslide movement, and we have a second soil forming.
Moving higher up on the slopes of the mountains we run into 
many different types of soil formation. This is an (slide) 
alpine bog and these soils are characteristically very 
shallow, high in organic matter and very coarse textured 
whenever mineral material is present. We have dryer types 
where the soil may be characteristically shallow, but again 
with a very high content of organic matter and coarse tex­
tured; i.e., they have a very high concentration of sand and 
rock fragments. Very seldom on the higher slopes do we find 
soil more than a couple of feet in depth.
In mountainous areas we have several types of materials 
from which soils can develop: we have glacial deposits called 
glacial till, as a general type of deposit; we have a material 
that is recognized as colluvium, i.e., it has moved down slope 
as a result of gravity; we have materials such as felsenmeer 
which has been broken up from the solid rock beneath and is 
now all loose fractured rock. In some cases we have soil 
actually forming in solid bedrock itself. When it comes to
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the highest mountain slopes we have very little soil material 
in which plants can develop. Of the factors contributing to 
the characteristics of the soil, especially in the higher 
elevations, one is the climate. We know that there is a 
significant drop in temperature with elevation and in the 
cooler elevations we have a great buildup of organic matter, 
which simply cannot decay and builds up within the soil.
Also, on the mountain slopes we are dealing with that very 
item itself, slope. Steepness can influence the character­
istics of the soil. A third and final aspect or character­
istic is that in most mountainous areas we tend to get a 
greater amount of precipitation throughout the year. Mois­
ture tends to add to the buildup of organic matter in the 
soil by reducing the amount of decomposition of organic 
material.
Turning to the fragile nature of the mountain soil: this 
particular slide was taken on the lower slope of a smaller 
mountain, a mountain on which logging operations had been 
conducted and the skidding roads more or less laid up and 
down the slope. When this happens the skidding roads very 
quickly become water courses. The stream will follow the 
road and because of the steepness of slope, we tend to find 
the soil erodes in gullies very quickly. The gullying takes 
place in a few months if there is a great amount of rainfall.
So we are concerned with protection of soil material because 
of its susceptibility to erosion due to steepness of the slope.
At higher elevations we find similar events taking place 
and not always caused by man. In this particular slide of 
Katahdin, you can clearly see a recent slide. When these 
slides occur, the soil, of course, is lost downhill. Asso­
ciated plant life is lost and it is quite a while before soil 
reforms and plant life has established itself in that area. 
Perhaps, as Senator Violette suggested to us earlier today, 
in a "wounded" area such as this it should be our job to try 
and heal that wound as quickly as possible, in this case per­
haps with some type of revegetation.
This (slide) finally, believe it or not, is a mountain 
trail. It happens to be part of the Chimney Pond Trail going 
from Roaring Brook into Chimney Pond at the base of Mt. 
Katahdin. Portions of the trail have been relocated several 
times and perhaps poorly located, but because of lack of 
close management the trail becomes beaten down again, water 
begins to follow it, and erosion makes stretches such as this.
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In our mountainous areas we must be concerned about 
what soil we do have. It is shallow and because of slope 
subject to rapid erosion; when we lose the soil we consequently 
lose the associated plant life. This certainly is not desirable.
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ECOLOGY OF THE MAINE MOUNTAINS
Dr. Ronald B. Davis
With increasing altitude on mountains, the ecosystems 
become increasingly
-vulnerable to damage by man, and 
-slower to recover from damage.
High altitude ecosystems are more fragile and require more 
protection. This argument was clearly a major one in the 
establishment of regulations by the State of Vermont which 
place altitudes above 2,500 feet in a special protective 
zone. Much of the vegetational, climatic, and soil infor­
mation upon which the 2,500-foot limit was based was pre­
sented in a Ph.D. dissertation by T. G. Siccama 
("Altitudinal Distribution of Forest Distribution in Relation 
to Soil and Climate on the Slopes of the Green Mountains," 
Univ. Vt., 1968, 618 pp.). Some of the results of this and 
other studies in the Green Mountains are given by H. W. 
Vogelmann in this volume. These studies, as well as numer­
ous articles on temperate zone mountains throughout the 
world, indicate that as altitude increases on mountains, the 
following factors increase:
1. precipitation, cloudiness, and fog drip,
(but during dry periods, upper peaty layers of 
soil become very dry due to sun and wind-- 
increasing vulnerability to fire and mortality 
of tree seedlings)>
2. wind,
3. shallowness, acidity, and often podsolization of 
soils,
4. steepness (usually),
5. instability of soils due to frost action and slope,
6. the time it takes for vegetation and soils to recover 
from disturbance•




3. soil nutrients (available),
4. rate of tree growth,
5. species diversity
(low species diversity is thought to correlate gen­
erally with instability of ecosystems).
These factors, acting in combination as altitude increases, 
result in greater vulnerability of ecosystems to damage by man, 
and less capacity to recover from such damage. Studies 
(unpublished) which I have made on several occasions with ecol­
ogy classes on Mt. Katahdin indicate that the ascent from the 
surrounding lowland at 500 feet to the summit at 5,267 feet is 
roughly the equivalent, in terms of vegetation and climate, of 
travelling from Millinocket to northernmost Labrador. In some 
respects (e.g., wind and erosion), the vegetational zones on 
the mountain have more rigorous environments than their conti­
nental equivalents. Through numerous attempts in the Soviet 
Union, and more recently in Canada, to carry out a variety of 
activities (including building construction) in subarctic and 
arctic areas, the vulnerability, instability, and slow recov­
ery of environments in such areas has become well known.
Most applicable to Maine are the Vermont studies of 
Vogelmann and his students. But Maine differs in some impor­
tant respects from Vermont. Among these differences are 
bedrock geology, and climate and vegetation, which are more 
boreal in Maine. But these differences are known only in a 
most general way, for unlike Vermont where a good start has 
been made in obtaining data, ecologic data on Maine mountains 
are very sparse. It is urgent that data be collected now, so 
that Maine mountains may be protected in a rational manner.
In obtaining data on Maine mountains, I would urge that 
the emphasis be placed on vegetational studies. This is for 
a most practical reason. Mountains of approximately 2,000 
feet or greater altitude extend over a great area in Maine, 
from Pleasant Mountain near Sebago Lake north-north-eastward 
some 250 miles. In so large an area, with the environmental 
differences which doubtless exist in different sections, it 
would be extremely costly, difficult, and time-consuming to 
obtain enough direct environmental data to be statistically 
meaningful for purposes of zoning and protection. But 
vegetation observed carefully can more quickly provide a
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sensitive guide for land use planning and zoning. The reason 
is that vegetation develops in response to soil, topography, 
and climate over decades and longer periods of time. Efforts 
to characterize soil, topography, and climate using short-term 
direct measurements and observations fall far short of the 
long-term integration provided by vegetation. In other words, 
by "reading the vegetation," the rigor of environments and 
the fragility of their natural communities can be determined 
with reliability which would require much greater effort to 
duplicate by direct environmental measures.
In the remainder of this presentation, I would like to 
demonstrate why we cannot depend on the Vermont studies, tut 
must collect our own data in Maine. The major point is that 
Maine mountains differ from Vermont's, but we know little 
about the essential details of the difference.
The Forest Atlas of New England by H. W. Lull (1968, U. S. 
Forest Service, N. E. Forest Experimental Station) includes 
two mountain regions among the physiographic regions of north­
ern New England. These are indicated on the map on this 
page. The same author maps vegetation types. Except for 
high elevations, all of Vermont is in the beech-yellow birch- 
maple zone (BBM on map) characteristic of many areas in the 
northeastern and eastern United States. On the other hand, 
the "White Mountain" upland of Maine rises from an area which 
is mostly in the spruce-fir zone (SF on map). While other 
authors might disagree on the terminology, it is clear that 
in Maine, except perhaps for the southwestern area, the 






Lautzenheiser, in "Climates of the States" (U. S.
Weather Bureau, 1959) presents summary data for the climates 
of Vermont and Maine. In the following idealized diagrams 
for the Green Mountain and White Mountain areas, I indicate 
long-term mean values for areas surrounding the mountain 
regions. (Data for higher elevations in Maine are non-existent.) 
These are taken from isotherms in Lautzenheiser's papers.
The mean (5 methods) decline in temperature per 1,000-foot 
rise in elevation on the west slope of the northern Green 
Mountains (Siccama, 1968) is 3.74 degrees Fahrenheit. On 
Mount Washington in New Hampshire, the decrease is 3.05 degrees 
per 1,000 feet (Antevs, E., 1932, "Alpine Zone of Mt.
Washington Range," Merrill and Webber, Auburn, Me., 118 pp.). 
Daubenmire presents an average figure for mountains in 
general of 3 degrees Fahrenheit per 1,000 feet (Daubenmire,
R. F., 1959, Plants and Environment, Wiley and Sons, New 
York, 422 pp.). U. S. Weather Bureau stations at 
Greenville, Millinocket, and Ripogenus Dam average 3.43 
degrees lower than the mean temperature for all lowland sta­
tions in the State of Vermont. Therefore, in terms of mean 
annual temperature, Maine's mountains start at a base which 
is about a "thousand feet colder" than Vermont's mountains.
There is no true timberline on Vermont's mountains, the 
highest of which is Mt. Mansfield (4,393 feet). In the 
Presidential Range of New Hampshire, timberline varies 
greatly about a 5,000-foot average (Antevs, 1932), and on 
Mt. Katahdin varies 500-1,000 feet lower in my experience.
This supports the argument that vegetational and environ­
mental zones on Maine mountains are at significantly lower 
elevation than to the southwest in northern New England. In 
the absence of detailed data (which must be obtained), and 
assuming Vermont's law to be a reasonable guide, it is my 
opinion that it is prudent and wise to place areas above 
1,500 feet on Maine mountains in an interim protection dis­
trict.
It is well known that altitudinal changes in environment 
on mountains are not consistent from place to place. This is 
easy to see by observing the vegetation. The variability is 
due to differences in geography, exposure, slope, and sub­
strate. The recommendation for a single elevation defining 
the limits of a protection zone is, therefore, not to be 
viewed as a permanent guide for zoning and management. It 
is essential that during the interim period sufficient studies 
be undertaken upon which a more flexible and locally rational 
system can be based. Vegetational studies should be at the 
core of this effort. In the interim, however, the protec­
tion of Maine's fragile mountain ecosystems requires adop­
tion of a single altitudinal limit.
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TEMPERATURE DEGREES FAHRENHEIT
Vt. Mean 29.25 Vt. Mean 81.25
2
Difference -5.75 Difference -2.25
Vt. Mean 9.75 Vt. Mean 57.25
Overall Mean Difference: Maine 3.92 Lower
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DISCUSSION
The discussions which followed each panel presentation 
were lengthy and sometimes emotional. The editors feel it 
is impossible to reproduce in this work that material in 
its entirety; a synopsis of the points expressed is presen­
ted instead.
PANEL I DISCUSSION
I. Collection of Field Data
Dr. Davis suggested that interested hikers could carry 
an altimeter and special forms, to be completed during hikes 
and climbs. The information compiled from this type of 
survey, together with a careful analysis of aerial photo­
graphs, would provide useful information at a minimum cost.
Dr. Borns discussed geological surveys. Mapping a 
fracture system is a relatively simple job above timber- 
line , and could be done by mountain walkers equipped with 
a geological compass. As an example, two people working 
full-time could map the fractures on Mt. Bigelow in one 
month. Very little of the bedrock is exposed, however, 
and such factors as routes of water migration, rates, etc., 
are difficult to assess.
II. Developments
Mt. Mansfield in Vermont was given as an example by Dr. 
Vogelmann. Careful planning of a proposed ski area could 
minimize ecological damage, but more important is the local 
and regional development that follows the original resort.
A ski area alone is rarely economically viable, and vacation 
home developments usually ensue. These are often on steep 
and ecologically fragile slopes Which cannot tolerate damage. 
Operations such as those of the Mt. Mansfield Company try to 
extend their seasonal activity by encouraging golf, tennis, 
etc., and using the lift lines to carry tourists to the 
mountain tops for sightseeing. In the summer, Mt. Mansfield 
has received as many as a thousand visitors a day on its 
limited, fragile, alpine summit. The need for seeing a 
panoramic view must be balanced by a concern for the destruc­
tion of this delicate resource.
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III. Erosion
Erosion on the higher slopes is essentially irrever­
sible. The thin soils have developed over thousands of 
years but can be lost in a few seasons' use. They are 
virtually impossible to replace. Examples cited were ski 
slopes and hiking trails. A poorly designed ski slope which 
loses its soil and vegetative cover is a serious handicap to 
snow farming and trail grooming as well. Mountain footpaths 
sometimes suffer rapid erosion even from light use by hikers. 
Studies of lichens on high mountain ledges showed that they 
disappear rapidly where hikers have passed. Their replace­
ment takes hundreds of years.
IV. Zoning Standards
The panel discussed the difficulty in Maine of applying 
a single standard to outline the fragile zone. Maine's moun­
tains range more than 300 miles and there is little to indi­
cate that a simple contour line would be completely adequate. 
On the other hand, a single standard would be easier to set 
up and enforce initially, and would cover most cases. Any 
standard chosen should have built-in devices to adjust for 
environmental variations. Dr. Borns suggested that dividing 
the state into two or three zones, each with different alti­
tudinal standards, might be a better approach. He also noted 
that Maine should have lower altitudinal limits than Vermont, 
perhaps around 2,000 feet. Dr. Vogelmann said that an even 
lower contour might in some instances be realistic for Maine. 
He warned that disturbed areas in mountains do not neces­
sarily share the same clear distribution of indicator species 
as do the virgin sample areas.
V. Vermont Zoning
The key feature of the Vermont zoning law is that any­
thing done above 2,500 feet is considered development and 
must have a permit, but nothing is excluded beforehand. This 
all-encompassing nature of the legislation, together with its 
simplicity, aided in its original acceptance and has encour­
aged its proper use. For zoning purposes the state is divided 
into seven regions. An environmental commission in each must 
evaluate and pass on all requests for permits. If a permit 
is denied, the applicant can appeal through normal legal 
channels. What is important is that nothing is denied any­
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one if it can be demonstrated that there will be no damage 
to anything of value to the public. As a result, the quality 
of what has been done above 2,500 feet has changed dramati­
cally in Vermont.
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OPENING REMARKS - AFTERNOON SESSION
T. Tarpy Schulten
In casting about for thoughts as to what might be of 
interest in the way of a general introduction to this after­
noon's program, I look back to my baptism in Maine state 
politics which took place in 1961 when I was elected to the 
Maine House of Representatives. You know, even that short 
space of time ago there was practically no mention and cer­
tainly no general concern regarding environment or asso­
ciated environmental problems. At that time, we were just 
beginning to emerge from an infatuation with highways and 
were already moving our thinking priorities to education.
And education retained the limelight throughout much of the 
decade of the sixties. But even our preoccupation with high­
ways and education was forced to make room for an even 
greater threat to our harmony and existence...pollution in 
its many forms. Actually, I find that it was not until 1967 
that the Governor called for the creation of an Environmental 
Improvement Commission to coordinate the many faceted battle 
against environmental destruction.
Mountains have been a source of inspiration since the 
advent of mankind. They, in some cases, have not only been 
the seat of divinity but they themselves have been considered 
divine. We are told that the Indians along the heights above 
Thunder Bay on the iron coast of Lake Superior beheld the 
recumbent form of the Great Spirit and listened awestruck to 
his voice in storms.
While we in Maine lack the majestic splendor of world 
renowned mountains, it is because of our lack of great 
heights that we are in the greatest danger of mountain 
destruction. The American of today, and I include in this 
men, women, and children, is an extremely mobile person whose 
love of the great outdoors has become almost a fixation, a 
mania in that he or she must see and explore every nook and 
cranny in this country. In the final analysis, no explora­
tion could surpass the beauty and enchantment of mountain 
loveliness and our own here in the State of Maine are cer­
tainly becoming more accessible daily. As Bob Cummings 
pointed out recently in his excellent preview of this con­
ference, Maine possesses more than 100 peaks higher than 
2,500 feet above sea level. Most of these mountains or peaks
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could be classified as ideal for hordes of hikers, campers, 
snowmobilers, home owners, land developers, and speculators. 
This unthinking and undisciplined mass movement of humanity 
must be molded into some semblance of order and control so 
that future generations of Americans will have the opportunity 
to enjoy the priceless fruits of our heritage easily available 
to us today, but easily destroyed beyond enjoyment if we do 
not act to preserve them.
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TIMBER MANAGEMENT IN THE MAINE MOUNTAINS
Bradford Wellman
The land, most of what we talked about this morning 
and this afternoon, is privately owned land. We must start 
with that consideration. Secondly, I think we must remember 
that the term "wildlands" as we have used it is incorrect; 
these lands are "managed lands." Managed for commercial 
forest products and recreation: hunting, fishing, campsite 
leases, trail use and so on.
I thought it might be helpful to look at a map which 
laid out the areas that we are considering. I would direct 
your attention to 37,000 acres— almost two full townships 
which we manage— T4-R4 and T4-R5— in the northern corner 
of Oxford County, along the Quebec border. A little more 
than 75% of this land is above the 2,000' elevation level. 
The lower portion is poorly drained soil, fairly deep, where 
we find good stands of heavy softwood. These run up to an 
elevation of about 2,300'. In the area from 2,300-2,800', 
we have better drained soil: mixed hardwood and softwood 
stands, tending more to the hardwoods. Finally, the soils 
start to thin out over 2,800', fertility decreases, we get 
excessive drainage, stands begin to approach a 10,000 stem 
per acre count, and diameter breast-high is 2-6"; higher up 
we have spruce thickets and then bare ledge.
Cutting operations on these towns have been conducted 
in some portions up to the 3,000' level, depending on slope 
and the caliber of the tree. At the same time, on portions 
of Kennebago Mountain at a 2,000' level, there are no 
cutting operations; the soil is poor; growth is poor.
What I am trying to say is the same thing I think Dr. 
Davis said: there is no golden line. It is the condition 
of the soil, the condition of the water, fertility, and all 
the factors that contribute to the growth of trees.
As far as operating seasons are concerned, it is pretty 
much impossible to cut in this area after the first of 
January. Game is limited in the hardwood areas and above. 
Deer yarding areas are down on or near the valley floor. It 
is facetiously said that raspberries do not ripen up there; 
they freeze on the bush. Recreation is extremely limited,
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except for hiking. It is a harsh, harsh area.
Road layout and cutting limitations are a very important 
part of our function as land managers. You saw a picture this 
morning of a logging road which was obviously improperly laid 
out, improperly ditched and had improper water diversion 
facilities. Sometimes we do not succeed in what we try to do, 
but this is always our goal. We are reasonably sure we are 
on the right track.
To demonstrate the limited potential of recreational 
use of the high elevation areas, I will shift to the higher 
elevations in Townships C and C Surplus, with reference to 
the Appalachian Trail. Here the path has been laid out 
under an informal agreement with the Maine Appalachian Trail 
Club. We try to protect the Trail through cutting restrictions 
and have put limitations in our cutting permits. We've per­
mitted the public use of this trail on a sort of "you help us 
with the fire and you can use the Trail" basis. These trails 
principally follow old logging roads, for instance, in Sawyer 
Notch.
Obviously there is an increased interest in this "high 
land." There have been three new developments, I think, 
almost within the last couple of years, which affect this 
land: the discussion of the Public School Lots and the
implications that they may have for new legislation; the 
LURC with its zoning powers; thirdly, perhaps not as well 
known and certainly not as well publicized as yet, are the 
changes in the tax laws as they affect forest land.
I might take just a second here to try and say that if 
land is classified as forest land, the land will be taxed at 
the value of the annual production. This is an attempt to 
take this forest land out of the old ad valorem 'liquidation 
value approach and an attempt to capitalize the value of the 
growth actually being grown on the land. This law can not be 
ignored when you start talking about zoning or other kinds 
of regulation. It is conceivable to get ourselves in the 
position of having the State Tax Assessor say that land in a 
zone, let's say over 2,500', might not be commercial forest 
land, and tax it at the old acl valorem rate based on the 
liquidation value of the standing timber. This, obviously, 
is a direction in which nobody wants to go.
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I suggest to you that the owners, certainly the owners we 
represent, are interested in a joint inventory, as suggested 
this morning, of the significant mountaintop areas: in fact, 
of all significant areas in the unorganized townships. We 
feel this requires a careful analysis of timber types, slopes, 
soils, etc. We certainly are interested in exploring all the 
available methods of zoning, land use classification, ease­
ment, or any other form of public arrangement that can be 
entered into, but we urge strongly the protection of the tim­
ber production of our lands. We can not ignore the forest 
products industry: we can not ignore the natural resources 
upon which these timber industries depend. Secondly, and 
perhaps equally important, I can not urge too strongly that 
we must be practical. Nothing will work if it is not practi­
cal. We have got to develop these things town by township, 
acre by acre. We can not make the mistake of sitting in a nice 
warm room on a snowy afternoon and drawing little lines on a 
map, saying, "No cutting above this line."
Do not build the roof before you put the foundation under 




Skylark Corporation is a subsidiary of Scott Paper 
Company and was initiated as its northeast land utilization 
division. Scott owns over 900,000 acres of timberland in 
Maine, including portions of twenty-four peaks over 2,500 
feet in elevation. Segments of the Appalachian Trail pass 
over four of these. Skylark's overall responsibility is 
management of the non-timbering aspects of these lands and 
land use planning.
Skylark's first major responsibility was the management 
of Scott's several hundred recreational lease lots, although 
no new areas are presently being opened for individual 
leases. Two years ago the company started a shoreline 
inventory to familiarize itself with the nature of its 
recreational holdings. Students employed for the summer 
collected data on water quality, bottom composition, shore­
line vegetation and soils, and prepared subjective analysis 
of the aesthetics of each area. Skylark works with Scott 
itself to develop practical management policies for recrea­
tion, including all-terrain vehicles, wilderness areas and 
small nature reserves, campgrounds, etc. Finally, the 
Corporation is responsible for evaluating land for develop­
ment. An existing project is Squaw Mountain, at Moosehead 
Lake, which now has a fifty-room hotel, restaurant, and ski 
lifts. Proposals have been made for construction of condo­
miniums at Squaw in the near future.
When evaluating an area for development, a major factor 
for initial consideration is the existing land-use pattern. 
Careful attention must be given to environmental and 
economic changes that might result from new or altered land 
uses. For example, development of a very remote site far 
from any other commercial area would probably not be consid­
ered. Effects of the development on forestry practices, 
aesthetics, vegetation and wildlife communities are consid­
ered. The effects on soil and water are important. (It is 
estimated that forty-eight percent of the people in Maine 
use septic tanks and ninety percent of these are faulty.) 
Aside from basic market research, ski area proposals must 
take into account such physical factors as solar patterns,
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wind, shadow effects on temperatures, drainage, soils, vege­
tative types, slope and snow pack. The effects of road salt 
on ground water must be considered. Perhaps one of the most 
important factors affecting the environment is the construc­
tion and subsequent use of roads. Even a light-duty road will 




Looking around this group today and knowing many of 
you in the audience, I really do not have to go into much 
detail on what is happening to the mountains of Maine when 
it comes to their use. These last few years have seen a 
phenomenal increase in the number of people out backpacking. 
All the state parks, Baxter Park, or other areas such as 
Acadia National Park have seen a tremendous increase in use 
during the 1960's and early 70's. We still do not have much 
accurate data when it comes to how many people are actually 
using the backcountry.
In the last few years, the AMC has begun to monitor use 
at a few backcountry facilities we are responsible for and 
the figures we are coming up with are really shocking. We 
have noticed that in the last three years a couple of our 
backcountry campsites have had a hundred percent increase in 
overnight use. At one place we took a survey last summer,
48 percent of the people were first-timers —  it was the first 
time they had ever been out backpacking. If they all come 
back we are really in trouble.
It is important for us to look at a couple of factors 
that account for this tremendous growth in backcountry use.
- Today our whole society is captured by the 
charisma of wilderness. Everywhere you go 
it's, "Salems and the out-of-doors," or,
"your Ford Pinto and the out-of-doors."
Madison Avenue really has the outdoors on its 
mind. And every school has got to have an 
Outward Bound program. Almost all of the 
popular propaganda does not deal with the 
reality of our limited resources. What we 
really need is much better publicity 
concerning the protection of the out-of-doors. 
Today we have listened to what landowners want 
to do with their land, but I think we must 
also look at what we are doing to the land- 
owners' land.
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- A second factor that has led to the tremendous 
use of the backcountry is the high-quality 
equipment now available. A while ago I received 
a catalog from a well-known equipment store that 
is beginning to look like the Sears and Roebuck 
catalog; it has almost 200 pages!
I think in almost all cases the recreational managers 
and those of us representing organizations like the AMC were 
really caught unprepared for this tremendous increase. With 
many of our facilities and trails, we are damaging the very 
thing people are coming to enjoy. Management decisions, 
until quite recently, in most cases were wholly subjective.
We do not really know how to design better backcountry 
facilities. We are not sure yet how to build trails that 
are not going to erode. We are just beginning to learn. At 
the same time we are finding that we can not satisfy all needs 
in the backcountry. In the future everybody who wants to 
climb Mt. Katahdin or Mt. Bigelow probably is not going to 
be allowed to do so. If use keeps increasing the way it has, 
we will just have a line of people from top to bottom. That 
is not what any of us want from an experience in the 
out-of-doors.
We feel, in the AMC, that educating the backcountry 
user, the hiker, is most important. This is what the club 
is going to focus on and really make a major effort on: to 
educate people on how to use the out-of-doors in a way that 
will protect its quality. What we are talking about are some 
things all of us as backcountry users can do to protect the 
landowners' land and also to protect the resource that we 
enjoy.
Did you ever think of going hiking without building a 
campfire? That is just part of your experience. Well, most 
of the high country can not supply the firewood necessary 
for everyone to have a fire, but the Boy Scout Manual has 
pages teaching nine million boys in the United States to 
build campfires. The Girl Scout Manual, Campfire Girls, 
even the name there, every survival school is built around 
how to start a fire and how to live off the land.
The question we are asked most often in the AMC office 
is, "How can I go somewhere and get away from everybody?" 
Maine has what all these people are looking for. The New
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Hampshire turnpike is now being expanded to four lanes 
instead of two lanes on either side, and the Portsmouth 
bridge is being built a little bigger so that people can 
pour in. What is this going to do to our Maine land? I 
think the increase you see at this point is just a drop in 
the bucket. We know these people who are going to come are 
right —  We know Maine is beautiful.
Another indicator of the increase in backcountry use is 
our Maine Mountain Guide. In 1963 we sold 550 of this book; 
the 1971 edition has been published at 8,000 copies. I 
think that 550 figure was exceeded in the first week of 
sales when the 1971 edition went on the market.
The Appalachian Mountain Club is working on better 
management of the sites that we are responsible for on public 
and private land. For years we have built trails and put in 
Adirondack shelters. We are now feeling that in many res­
pects the shelter as a facility does not allow the flexibility 
that we feel we need in the backcountry. People now carry 
tents when they go into the backcountry. They cannot count 
on space in a shelter. We are providing tent platforms at 
some of the spots we manage. We believe that once a site 
gets used to a certain extent it may be valuable to change 
locations for a while. We feel we can do this more easily 
with these backcountry campsites than we can with shelters. 
Also, people are looking, as I pointed out before, for 
semi-privacy. They want to get away from the groups they 
might be thrown in with at a shelter. We can provide some 
privacy with tent platforms and still retain an element of 
control over where and how the persons camp. Most important, 
in backcountry sites we provide a caretaker who is there 
basically as an educator to talk to people about the proper 
use of the natural resources. This would include such 
things as why they should not build their fire in the duff 
or cut fir boughs to sleep on.
Educational programs must be more effective in the 
future so that we can control or curb some of the abuses 
now going on. For those of us in the hiking fraternity it 
is going to mean more controls, and this is something we all 
dislike in the out-of-doors. I do not believe that people 
can camp without leaving a trace and you will hear many old 
woodsmen .say they can. Some of the hardest people to con­
vince that we need some new attitudes towards the out-of-doors 
are the old pros. The people who have been doing it for 
years have a hard time accepting the fact that there are just
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One thing we are now realizing, as Dr. Borns mentioned, 
is the importance of the valleys. We thought for years that 
our facilities, huts, shelters, any kind of backcountry 
facilities, had to be up high on the mountains. We are now 
finding out that it is pretty hard to build a facility --no 
matter how primitive it is--on the side or top of a moun­
tain without adverse environmental impact. As we plan for 
the primitive backcountry development of the mountains we 
must look to the lowlands as the location of a majority of 
our facilities. In the Bigelow country there are two nice 
shelters now high up on the mountain. Both of those shelters 
really are having severe effects on the environment, and we 
are losing our soil and vegetation at a very rapid rate.
The Applachian Mountain Club and other organizations 
and agencies must do a much better job of educating the 
outdoor user. We must also use better management techniques 
in the field. We must be creative in our management. Facil­
ities and control methods must be updated. We have to con­
sider new alternatives. We can not take the methods that 
worked back ten or fifteen years ago and implement them today 
and expect that they will work. In most cases they will 
not —  not with the number we are considering.
a lot more people around.
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PANEL II DISCUSSION
I. Problems of the Backcountry User
Urging the hiker to make his own path and his own camp­
site is a satisfactory management technique with very limited 
numbers of people. It becomes completely inadequate with the 
mountains as popular as they are today. This "wilderness" 
is not big enough to absorb so many people on a random basis 
without resulting damage. Furthermore, this thinking justi­
fies the uncontrolled use of snowmobiles and other, perhaps 
incompatible, activities. The opportunities for vandalism, 
for poaching and for wildfires increase. The likelihood of 
accidents rises and rescue becomes more difficult.
Concentrating users at specific campsites and trails, 
and otherwise carefully regulating use, can minimize many 
of these management problems. Carefully planned sites and 
regulations will permit absorption of greater numbers and 
not damage the environment.
The publicity put out by the clubs and government organi­
zations should emphasize the lesser but equally attractive 
peaks and the extensive low-lying wildlands. Trails and 
campsites in these areas might decrease the pressure on 
such popular places as Katahdin and Bigelow, and perhaps be 
better ground for novices. The Conservation Commissions 
being set up in many Maine towns might be the vehicle to 
encourage the development of these facilities near populated 
areas. Mr. Wellman remarked that management and coordina­
tion of wildlands recreation would be improved if the land- 
owners could deal with just one or a few outdoor organiza­
tions instead of many different groups, each with its own 
plan.
III. MOUNTAIN ZONE PROPOSAL
A member of the audience proposed a Maine Mountain 
Region extending from the Mahoosuc Range to Katahdin, with 
zoning based on property. Since contour line zoning is 
inflexible and results in mountain top islands too small to 
withstand damage from heavy use, a regional concept should 
be considered. In the lowland intervals between the ranges 
and isolated peaks, there should be a corridor no less than 
two miles wide. This would be equivalent to extending the
-33-
proposed buffer zone along the Appalachian Trail. The moun­
tain zone could be entrusted to a regional or state authority.
IV. RESORT DEVELOPMENT
Mr. Cornett said that the initial justification for a 
development such as a ski area must be entirely economic, 
based on standard market surveys, etc. However, developers 
must now take into consideration such factors as protection 
of the environment, aesthetics and other "intangible" qual­
ities of the area. If not, the new regulatory agencies 
might not allow the project to proceed. He added that com­
plementary developments such as vacation homes and other 
real estate business are usually profitable to the developer, 
but this depends on investment, facilities, number of visi­




Listening to Dr. Vogelmann this morning, I was inter­
ested to hear what he said about the people on top of Mr. 
Mansfield. It reminded me of a remark about Cadillac 
Mountain in Acadia National Park. When one of the conces­
sionaires who had 10-cent binoculars on top of the mountain 
for many years suddenly lost his concession, he said, "There 
is no point in going up Cadillac unless there are binoculars 
at the summit."
At this time of day, I find that what I am about to 
say is pretty much a summary of what has been said already, 
but since this panel is intended to be concerned with the 
future, perhaps it will do no harm to run over these things 
again briefly.
Acquisition in fee obviously is the first thing that 
comes to mind when you talk about protection and it does give 
the greatest control. Lands owned outright by the state or 
by such private organizations as The Nature Conservancy 
could be properly protected. I say they could, because peo­
ple and policies change; ownership guarantees nothing in the 
long term unless use restrictions are written into the deed 
to run along with the land regardless of the owner. Owner­
ship, with its advantages, is a most expensive route and 
its application is limited for that reason. Easements are 
common alternatives with a great many points in their favor, 
but there have been recent instances where courts have ruled 
that certain easements reduced the value of the land by as 
much as 85%; an easement on land worth $1,000, for example, 
would cost $850, if you paid its court value. Where this 
kind of judicial thinking prevails, an alternative worth 
exploring is the buy-and-sel1-back agreement. Land is pur­
chased and then sold back at a slightly lower price with 
restrictions written into the deed. This arrangement also 
works well in instances where easements would have to be 
held by individuals or by non-governmental organizations, 
which is legally shakey ground in Maine. Buy-and-lease-back 
is another variation. The lease runs, hopefully, for 99 
years and spells out the designated restrictions. These 
arrangements are feasible and work just as well when lands
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are donated rather than sold. The purpose of all these 
maneuvers is to impose restrictions through a recorded 
instrument which then becomes legally binding. Non-recorded 
agreements are no better than the good will and the life 
span of the parties who agree. Where protection cannot be 
provided by any of the foregoing methods, you will have to 
rely on zoning. I am sure the Land Use Regulation Commission 
and others will have something to say about that. The 
great advantage of zoning is that theoretically it can be 
imposed over the dead bodies of landowners. However, it 
lacks the legal stability of deeds and easements, as Mr. 
Wellman pointed out, and can be changed.
Whatever the forms of protection may be, I hope we will 
approach the problem with imagination and flexibility.
Zoning all lands above a given elevation would give quick 
protection to key areas, but I would hate to think that 
efforts would stop there as others have already said. The 
idea to me is suggestive of the garbage line at highwater 
mark or the ring in the bathtub. Things rise to that res­
tricted line. In many cases use restrictions should extend 
below and beyond such a line, their extent depending on such 
things as topography, natural features, existing develop­
ments and similar factors. To take an obvious example, 
sound tends to rise because it is reflected from ground 
surfaces and therefore the steeper the mountainside, the 
wider the ban on noisemakers should be at its base.
In working for the preservation of wild, open space, 
we tend to think in terms of restricting certain kinds of 
use. We must also provide for protection from overuse of 
any kind. The lonely trail today may be the backpackers' 
route tomorrow. There must be legally sound provisions 
restricting numbers in a given area as well as the kinds 
of use. As far as possible, we should guard against the 
temptation to solve problems of numbers by multiplying the 
accommodations: more and wider trails, more campgrounds, 
more shelters, and so on. This is not hard to accomplish 
when lands are owned, for example, by the state, but they 
may be difficult when protection is provided by other means 
such as easements or zoning.
I won't enlarge on all the other things that should be 
done to protect wild, open space, but I want to mention one 
or two more points. When we begin to talk about protection, 
it is clear that we must consider the things that tend to 
destroy or disrupt the natural scene. Of all destructive
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elements, I am sure most of us would put at the very top of 
the list the internal combustion engine. If we want to 
preserve the native integrity of our hills and mountains, 
we will begin by closing them to motorized recreation of 
every kind. It is unfortunate that it is impractical to 
extend the ban to all the wildlands of Maine, but it is 
not too late to impose it in the mountains. The pedestrian 
or cross-country skier sees more in one mile of travel than 
the ATV rider or snowmobiler sees in ten; to the walker, the 
country is infinitely bigger than it is to the rider. Fifty 
backpackers can be on a mile of trails without being aware 
of each other, whereas fifty "totegoaters" would be chaos. 
Banning motors from a given stretch of country increases 
its recreational carrying capacity.
I happen to believe that an unspoiled and 
undeveloped mountain environment does produce revenue and 
that it will continue to make an increasingly substantial 
contribution to the economy if it survives, but obviously 
we are not arguing here that mountains should be protected 
to produce more money. To many of us the most compelling 
arguments for protection are moral and philosophical. I 
think it is interesting, if not new, to remember that 
historically we have very seldom honored men just because 
they piled up fortunes. We honor, respect, and remember 
the writers, painters and philosophers who have honored and 
respected beauty and nature simply for their own sake. Yet 
when beauty and nature are endangered, we find ourselves 
usually listening not to the philosophers but to the 
Chambers of Commerce. We rail the Corps of Engineers for 
their cost-benefit ratios because they measure them only in 
dollars, but many of us are not much better. We are ashamed 
or afraid to stand up and say much of Maine should be left 
alone, just because it is unique, irreplaceable, and 
incomparably beautiful. If we are really civilized, what 
other reasons do we need? I hope that many more of us 
will have the courage to promote the recognition and 
acceptance of all those values that will always have to be 
measured in something other than money.
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THE STATE OUTDOOR RECREATION PLAN
Tom Cielinski
My position with the Park Department is as Environmental 
Research Planner and my major responsibility is the prepara­
tion and continual up-dating of the Maine Statewide 
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP). This plan has 
been completed and is at the printer's.
I would like to briefly summarize what the Department is 
doing at the present time. We have acquisition funds from a 
four million dollar bond issue passed in 1967 and have spent 
to date approximately three-fourths of that. A couple of 
major projects will probably utilize the rest of that bond 
issue. In June we have an upcoming development bond issue 
of about three million dollars. This would be used primirily 
for the development of regional day use area parks. Five new 
parks will be developed and improvements made to about eleven 
existing parks. A community recreation assistance fund is 
also involved in that bond issue.
Very briefly I would like to summarize what I believe 
are relevant recommendations as they appear in SCORP. The 
first concerns unique natural areas. We recommend in the 
plan that to guide the acquisition or protection of natural 
areas in the state, a Natural Areas Board should be formed.
As an advisory group, what I was thinking of here was some­
what like the Scenic Highway Board. We have been using funds 
from the four million dollar bond issue to acquire natural 
areas, but this bond issue I mentioned is almost gone and if 
we are to continue to preserve natural areas, we will need 
additional funds. We have recommendations on wilderness 
areas; Maine has only one area which is officially desig­
nated as a Federal Wilderness Area. This is a 2,800-acre 
tract in the Moosehorn National Wildlife Refuge. Baxter 
State Park and the Allagash Wilderness Waterway could be 
termed state wilderness areas.
These three areas comprise over 220,000 acres of 
publicly owned wilderness in Maine. We did talk in the plan 
about the capability of various jurisdictions to protect or 
preserve wilderness areas. We did mention in the Plan the 
zoning responsibilities of LURC, which will be mentioned here 
later. We talked about wild and scenic rivers and I understand
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that LURC is going to get into this part of zoning responsibi­
lities. Whatever solutions are used to protect wilderness 
areas, we recommend that a Wilderness Preservation Board be 
formed and it would probably be best to put a natural and 
wilderness area board together.
On planning within the state plan, we recommended that 
there be a Natural Areas Inventory Study. This has been 
initiated in a program of the Natural Resources Council. We 
recommended a statewide trails inventory study. Our depart­
ment hopes to start this this summer. It will probably run 
about two years.
I would like briefly to discuss some points concerning 
mountain planning. I am throwing these out as a planner and 
not really representing the Department per se. I think at the 
present time the most logical method of protecting Maine 
mountains would be the enactment of new legislation and 
tying it in with the regulatory powers of the DEP and LURC.
New legislation, for example, could take the form of creating 
a protection zone above a certain elevation or according to 
vegetative zones, as was discussed this morning. Any kind of 
development above that level would have to be approved by 
DEP or LURC, regardless of how many acres it entails, regard­
less of what kind of development it is, even a new hiking trail. 
I think the permit system Vermont is using sounds like a very 
logical way of handling the situation. Connected with such 
new legislation should be a directive to develop a long-range 
plan for the mountains that would guide the DEP and LURC in 
making decisions.
I have been pleased with the tone of the discussions in 
that you out there have been raising some very rational ques­
tions concerning what some of the panel members have proposed. 
With this in mind, I have made a number of notes and I would 
like to suggest some points for your consideration.
There has been a good deal of discussion about man's 
impact on the environment. The question seems to be how much 
of man's activity can we accept as being harmonious with the 
environment before we say what man is doing is out of place.
The second point is the Bigelow project. I think most of 
you have looked at the maps out there. That project, of course, 
was initiated by the NRC and by the Appalachian Mountain Club. 
They did much of the legwork and map work. The Department 
decided to go ahead with this plan and an advisory committee
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is being set up by Larry Stuart (Director, State Parks) to aid 
in this project.
I would like to reiterate something that Harold Borns 
said concerning valleys. I went to school in Utah for a while 
and they have a serious problem there with valleys. Most of 
the summits are protected within a National Forest; however, 
the lower slopes are grazed primarily by sheep. Every spring 
in Salt Lake City they have flooding with mudslides destroying 
a few homes. The mountains have been protected but nobody 
has given any thought to protecting the lower slopes. It seems 
to me that is just as important as protecting the mountains.
The third point is on the Maine Land Bank. I do not know 
how many of you have read the "Maine Manifest" put out by the 
Allagash Group recently. I urge all of you to read that report; 
I think it has some very good ideas in it, one of which is the 
Maine Land Bank.
The fourth point is the legislature. There have been some 
comments here this morning about who the legislators react to.
I have been with the State of Maine two years and I honestly 
feel that part of the problem has been that many state agencies 
themselves have been reluctant to communicate with the legis­
lators. The state agencies have a good deal of technical 
information which would be very valuable to the Senate and the 
House. In many cases this information is not communicated to 
the representatives. If it were, I think we would see the 
representatives passing bills that are logical and have con­
sidered the important details.
I also want to throw out some questions on which I have 
not taken a position. As a planner, I would have to consider: 
(1) is mountain and trail use bad; (2) will urban trails reduce 
the demand for backpack trails; (3) will population stabiliza­
tion result in alternatives for recreationists such as intel­
lectual recreation; (4) pressures on mountains today may be a 
symptom of our society; poor urban planning forces people into 
the countryside. I think community planning is one long-range 
answer to some of the pressures we are facing today. Proper 
planning at the local level will encourage more people to stay 
at home in a locality and recreate informally, rather than 
feeling that they have to travel to parks for recreation. By 
proper planning, I mean more consideration of urban trails by 
the community level or consideration of protecting open spaces 
and large lot sizes so that a person does not feel crowded and 
forced to go somewhere to get away from everybody.
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LAND USE REGULATION AND MAINE MOUNTAINS
R. Alec Giffen
I have been asked to explain the role of the Land Use 
Regulation Commission (LURC) in planning for the future use 
of high mountain areas. When considering this question, we 
must recognize that one of the purposes of LURC is to plan 
for the "proper use" of land areas and resources. I would 
submit to you that planning is a multiphase process; one of 
these phases is characterizing the nature and capabilities 
of resources. A second is relating these capabilities to 
the needs and desires of society. This morning we have 
heard several speakers characterize the mountain environ­
ment from the point of view of their disciplines. I would 
like to summarize the LURC perspective.
The climate in high mountain areas is rigorous. The 
areas comprising the very high parts of our mountains have 
a lower arctic climate. The average annual temperature and 
the number of frost-free days are lower, wind velocities 
and humidity are higher, and precipitation is considerably 
higher in these areas than at lower elevations. The increase 
in precipitation is particularly important since there is 
twice as much precipitation in the high mountain areas as 
in the surrounding lowlands.
Soils are generally shallow; in many cases, there is 
a thick organic surface layer and high organic content 
overall. Soils become increasingly acidic and less fertile 
at higher elevations. Slopes are generally steeper at 
higher elevations than they are at lower elevations. As Ken 
Stratton pointed out, there is a high erosion hazard in 
these areas.
The diversity of vegetation decreases with increasing 
elevation. This is a reflection of the rigor of the environ­
ment. In fact, Vogelmann's work in Vermont shows that at 
the elevation of 1,800 feet there are some 80 species 
represented in the forest flora, whereas at 3,200 feet there 
are only 17 species represented. Ecological theory indicates 
that communities of low diversity are less stable than those 
of greater diversity.
In the alpine areas, the plant community is composed of
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sedges and grasslike plants which are known to be sensitive 
to disturbance. On the lower slopes, the forest is composed 
of balsam fir, red spruce, white birch and yellow birch, 
which are in many cases slow growing and stunted, reflecting 
the rigor of the environment.
The mountain areas comprise some of the most spectacular 
scenery in the state and region. Also, high mountain areas 
are some of the last remaining wilderness areas in the north­
east. These areas also have value as wildlife habitat. Cer­
tain species occur only in the mountain environment; others 
achieve their greatest auundance there. These areas have 
also been instrumental in the recovery of certain wildlife 
species, such as the fisher, sable and Canada lynx.
The planning process must relate the characteristics 
and values of high mountain areas to societal needs. One 
need is indicated by the demand for recreational and second 
home development. However, investigation of the suitability 
of high mountain areas for these uses provides the following 
information: soils in these areas are generally unsuitable
for sewage disposal; the use of septic tanks can result in 
the degradation of water quality; construction in these 
areas results in disturbance of areas with great erosion 
potential. The cost of construction and maintenance is 
generally high due to the steepness of the slopes, and high 
erosion hazards. Development in these areas is in many 
cases an aesthetic intrusion. It also degrades the value of 
these areas as wilderness and wildlife habitat. From this 
analysis, we can conclude that there are often more suitable 
sites for development.
Another proposed use of high mountain areas is their use 
for timber production. However, these areas generally (and 
there are exceptions to this) have certain environmental 
constraints which affect timber management and harvesting.
High mountain forests generally have slow growth rates.
Coupled with this is the high cost of road construction and 
timber operation. Perhaps the.most important aspect of tim­
ber harvesting in high mountain areas from the environmental 
point of view is the soil disturbance caused by road con­
struction and skidding in areas with a high erosion potential. 
In conclusion, high mountain sites generally present problems 
for timber management and harvesting and certainly there 
should be public review of proposed timber harvesting opera­
tions in these areas.
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Another use of these areas which has not been thoroughly 
explored at this time is their use as a source of abundant 
high quality water. As stated previously, there is signifi­
cantly greater precipitation at high elevations than at 
lower elevations. Coupled with this is the fact that with 
increasing populations, the demand for potable water is 
increasing. Indeed, a recent nationwide study of public 
water systems showed that 36% of public water systems sur­
veyed contained bacteria and chemicals exceeding safe limits. 
This value as a source of potable water can be destroyed by 
improper development and sewage disposal.
There is an increasing demand for primitive recreation 
as judged by the overuse of such areas as Baxter State Park, 
the White Mountain National Forest, and the Adirondacks. The 
amount of land dedicated to public recreation in Maine is 
relatively small. Public and quasi-public ownership repre­
sents only 2% of the land area of the state. Primitive 
recreation areas represent little more than 1% of the total 
land area of the state. High mountain areas have high value 
for this use. Primitive recreation is compatible with scenic 
value, wilderness values, wildlife values, and the use of 
these areas as a source of potable water.
Based on the foregoing analysis and a substantial amount 
of supporting information the staff of the Land Use Regulation 
Commission has proposed that all areas over 2,500 feet in 
elevation be classified and delineated as Protection Districts 
The area above 2,500 feet in elevation is approximately 1% of 
the land in the State of Maine or 2% of the land within the 
LURC jurisdiction. It falls almost exclusively in the nor- 
e m  portions of Oxford, Franklin, and Somerset Counties. The 
uses proposed to be permitted in these Protection Districts 
are public primitive and wilderness recreational uses, includ­
ing hiking, camping, hunting, fishing, and other similar usess 
Motorized vehicular traffic is proposed to be permitted on 
authorized roads and trails. Additionally, timber harvesting 
is proposed to be recognized as a conditional use to be per­
mitted upon the approval of the LURC in consultation with the 
Forestry Department. The applicant would be asked to show 
that there would not be a significant detrimental impact on 
the environment, and that the proposed operation would not 
conflict with other uses. In addition to the uses that may 
be specifically mentioned in the Land Use Regulation 
Commission's regulations, any other use may be allowed as a 
special exception. There are criteria established in the Land 
Use Regulation Law for judging the desirability of granting
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special exceptions. This proposal is currently being consid­
ered by LURC for inclusion in the interim regulations.*
* Sections of the "Interim Boundary Standards and Permitted Uses" 
which pertain to high mountain areas ( adopted by the Land Use 
Regulation Commission October 2, 1972) appear in the Appendix.
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PANEL III DISCUSSION
I. The Role of LURC
The zoning proposal as presented by Mr. Giffen will be 
voted on by the LURC in the near future (adopted in interim 
standards, see appendix). There will be an interim period 
of three years while the Commission continues its inventory 
and planning of the wildlands, and prepares zoning maps. 
These will be subject to public hearings before final adop­
tion. Following this period, permanent standards will be 
reviewed every five years.
II. Zoning Standards
The 2,500-foot contour proposed as the boundary for 
the Protection District was chosen for its simplicity and 
for its successful application in Vermont. Several sugges­
ted that this standard be lowered to 2,000 feet or even 
lower because of Maine's more northerly position. Others 
expressed doubt that any simple contour would be adequate. 
Natural conditions in the mountains are very complex, and 
many fragile areas might lie below a set contour, while 
areas suitable for development or logging might lie within 
the Protection District. Fragile sites should be protected 
regardless of elevation, the remainder to be open to devel­
opment or forest management, as appropriate. Mr. Giffen 
reassured the conference that no use in the proposed 
Protection District was necessarily excluded, only that 
its potential effect on fragile surroundings must be 
carefully assessed before a decision could be made. Further­
more , the single contour concept was the best interim 
solution because of the lack of enough detailed ecological 
information. Another objection made was the difficulty of 
actually placing the zone boundaries on the ground, and 
the legal repercussions that an error in the survey might 
have to the landowner.
III. Sources of Data
Representatives of some major landowners offered their 
cooperation and records to LURC for its inventory of the 
wildlands. A member of the audience remarked that his com­
pany has aerial photographs of ninety-five percent of its 
lands. Maps are available with the vegetation types already 
marked. Mr. Giffen said that the commission has the capabil­
ity within the limits of the interim period to develop a 
flexible zonation based on vegetation types, if it can get 




Today we have heard remarks on the geological history of 
the mountains of Maine, and their vital role in the ground- 
water supply system. We have heard of the soils associated 
with the mountain regions, especially the limitations they 
present for construction and their susceptibility to ero­
sion. We have heard of the fragile vegetation of the artic 
and subarctic zone and the role it plays in the structure of 
a particular ecosystem. To these points, let me add two of 
my own which have not been adequately stressed, I feel. At 
the very least, the mountains by their distinctive elevation 
dramatically impress upon us their place as an important 
feature of the natural landscape. The integrity of this 
scene, with its diversity of natural components, is itself 
in many instances reason enough for protective consideration. 
Finally, how many of us here and how many others, increasing 
numbers if we listen to the reports, cherish that experience 
of the natural world for which the mountains are the setting: 
the inspiring views; the presence of great natural forces 
and tremendous spans of time; the special companionship 
created by the sharing of these experiences which are so 
different from those of our daily lives. For many, the 
mountains certainly provide health, enjoyment, enrichment, 
and new vigor.
At the same time, we should be aware that the Maine 
mountains--base, slope, and summit— are no longer self pro­
tecting. Present and future demands upon the natural environ­
ment will inflict great changes in the name of recreation or 
commerce. In some cases, these changes could destroy the very 
qualities which attract recreationalists and commerce in the 
first place. It has happened elsewhere. With the new leisure 
and new mobility there will be more hikers, more campers, more 
climbers, more skiers, more trailbikers, more snowmobilers, all 
looking to the mountains. The rate of this increase may far 
exceed our expectations. This too has happened before. There 
will also be more recreational development and more second 
home sales. There will be continued and perhaps increased 
timber harvesting. There may be mining. Confronted as they 
will be by these human pressures, many of the mountain set­
tings could become monuments to our own ignorance, apathy, or 
greed. That change will take place in the mountain environ-
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ment is clear; the precise form and extent, however, of this
change is part of the undefined future. I, for one, am con­
vinced that our thoughts and activities can be of significant 
influence.
It almost seems trite at this point in the history of our
culture to say as Aldo Leopold did that the greatest discovery
of the twentieth century is not the telephone but the complex­
ity of land organization; that we must consider all the rami­
fications of our actions and act only with them in mind; that 
we still have much to learn from the natural world and should 
respect it more; that we must conserve options for future 
generations. These views, however, are far from widely 
accepted and applied. They need to be repeated over and 
over again. Believing, practicing, and spreading this ethic, 
is, I suggest, a prime social responsibility. The mountains 
are an excellent background for both the expression of these 
ideals and their implementation.
We have just heard about the Land Use Regulation 
Commission, its zoning jurisdiction, and some proposed land 
use guidelines. The activities of this Commission deserve 
our close attention and support, as does the Department of 
Environmental Protection, which, through the Site Location 
Law, is also in a position to help control future mountain 
development. The public hearings which these agencies conduct 
are important to their decisions and call for our active parti­
cipation. We can not turn our backs and expect our wishes to 
be heard or considered.
As Bob Patterson and several others have insisted, res­
trictions on more than just mountaintops will be necessary 
if we are to preserve the character of this environment to 
any meaningful extent. I, for one, worry about the day when 
sewage treatment or construction techniques may make develop­
ment feasible regardless of the limits of slopes and soil, 
when helicopters and aerial tramways can speed tourists to 
mountaintops, when snowmobiles and trailbikes are noiseless. 
What then do we permit? How much mechanization can we have 
and still enjoy the experience of the natural world? How much 
do we need this experience? Where shall we find it? What 
would be the costs of recovery? How much are we willing to 
sacrifice now so that our children may make the choice?
Tom Ceilinski and others have mentioned the desirability 
of a plan which specifically includes the Maine mountains and 
which considers these questions. As a basis for our considera-
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tion to the planning process, for our evaluation, for the 
initiation and effective support of legislation and programs 
which seek to preserve those aspects of the mountains which 
we feel are important, I suggest that we begin by refining 
our vision. We must consider questions like those just asked 
and provide our own answers, whenever possible. Through 
this coming to terms, so to speak, with real problems and 
issues, our own commitment is reinforced and our position 
greatly strengthened. Choose a mountain you know well and 
ask yourself, how exactly do I want it in the future? Why? 
What activities are compatible with this design? How do 
I determine and implement acceptable forms and levels of 
development, if any? And, most importantly, what am I doing 
about all this? Too often our reflections and arguments are 
imprecise and as such lack effect. If Bigelow Mountain is 
acquired and managed protectively by the state, it will be 
due in large extent to the efforts of the Natural Resources 
Council and the Appalachian Mountain Club, who initiated the 
studies and pushed the proposal this far. Continued involve­
ment is necessary to see this plan through, but even at this 
stage, it exemplifies the effect of concrete thinking and 
action.
It is clear that we are at a decisive point for the Maine 
mountains. Once protected by remoteness and their distinc­
tively wild character, they are now and will be increasingly 
vulnerable to human alteration. Rather than mourn in the 
future the loss of that which we suddenly find is dear to us, 
should we not strive now to substantiate and articulate our 
concern, and initiate suitable action? That, I think, is the 
real meaning of this conference.
Let me close by mentioning that the groups which have 
sponsored this conference coordinate much of the energy 
generated by concern and enjoyment of the mountains. In 
addition to conservation work, several of the groups offer 
valuable information and instruction in mountain skills as 
well as programs of organized activities. Do not be afraid 
to join if you are not already a member. They will welcome 





MAINE LAND USE REGULATION COMMISSION
SUBCHAPTER II: INTERIM DISTRICT BOUNDARY STANDARDS AND
PERMITTED USES
§ 221. INTERIM (P) PROTECTION DISTRICT BOUNDARY STANDARDS
The following shall be included within Interim (P) 
Subdistricts:
6. INTERIM (P-6) PROTECTION SUBDISTRICTS
Areas above 2,500 feet in elevation, except where there 
is substantial evidence that the area is not a fragile 
high mountain area.
§ 224. USES PERMITTED WITH REVIEW AND APPROVAL WITHIN INTERIM
(P-2) PROTECTION SUBDISTRICTS
The following uses shall be permitted without review
and approval within interim (P-2) Protection
Subdistricts, to the extent they are compatible with
the resources or values protected:
1. Primitive recreational uses, including sport 
fishing, hiking, sport hunting, wildlife study 
and photography, wild crop harvesting, trapping, 
horseback riding, tent and shelter camping, 
cross-country skiing, and snow shoeing;
2. Motorized vehicular traffic on existing roads 
and clearly marked trails and snowmobiling;
3. Forestry, agriculture, fire prevention activities, 
wildlife management practices, and soil and 
water conservation practices;
4. Mineral exploration to determine the nature or 
extent of mineral resources provided such explora­
tion is accomplished by hand sampling, test boring, 
or other methods which create minimal disturbance;
5. Surveying and other resource analysis; and
6. Emergency operations conducted for the public health, 
safety, or general welfare, such as resource
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protection, law enforcement, and search and rescue 
operations.
§ 225. USES PERMITTED UPON REVIEW AND APPROVAL WITHIN INTERIM 
(P-2) PROTECTION SUBDISTRICTS
The following uses shall be permitted upon review and 
approval, pursuant to 12 M.R.S.A., Section 685-B, 
within interim (P-2) Protection Subdistricts:
1. Principal and accessory structures or buildings 
and essential services as may be necessary for the 
exercise of uses listed above, and
2. Reconstruction of existing public transportation 
facilities.
i 228. USES PERMITTED WITHOUT REVIEW AND APPROVAL WITHIN 
INTERIM (P-4), (P-5), (P-6), (P-7), and (P-9)
PROTECTION DISTRICTS
The following uses shall be permitted without review 
and approval within Interim (P-4) , (P-5) , (P-6) , (P-7) , 
and (P-8) Protection Subdistricts to the extent they' 
are compatible with the resources or values protected:
1. All uses permitted in Section 224, except forestry.
§ 229. USES PERMITTED UPON REVIEW AND APPROVAL WITHIN 
INTERIM (P-4) , (P-5) , (P-6) , (P-7), and (P-8)
PROTECTION SUBDISTRICTS
The following uses shall be permitted upon review 
and approval, pursuant to Title 12, M.R.S.A.,
Section 685-B, within Interim (P-4), (P-5), (P-6), 
(P-7), and (P-8) Protection Subdistricts:
1. All uses permitted in Section 225;
2. Forestry; and
3. In (P-5) and (P-6) Protection Subdistricts, alpine 
skiing to the extent it involves only the construc­
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